In this paper, the author describes the process of developing a doctoral curriculum in Organizational Psychology involving the participation of a team comprising administrators, faculty, and students which combined seemingly opposing elements. In order to define a curriculum for the future, the members had to resolve conflicts amongst themselves at the personal, philosophic/ideological, and organizational/structural levels.
C reating change, at the personal and organizational levels, often involves balancing what Kurt Lewin (1951) would call a 'force field' internally as well as externally. The positive forces of creating something new, the feeling of reaching what Maslow (1954) would refer to as a 'peak' experience must be balanced against the more restraining forces of facing the unknown, hesitantly stepping into a territory unmarked by familiar landscapes. Lewin (1951) often maintained that keeping these positive and negative forces in balance would be the point at which the system developed its own equilibrium.
THE SITUATIONAL CONTEXT
Beginning with the Fall of 1988, a major School of Applied Psychology in California decided to offer a new Ph.D. programme in Organizational Psychology at its Northern California campus. As administrators, faculty, staff, and students who became the founding members of the programme, we soon realized that we had to balance positive and restraining forces. Our individual enthusiasm and energy had to be balanced by the need to create an organizational culture which had 'shared assumptions' (Mitroff, 1999; Mitroff, 2005; Schein, 1985; Schein, 2004) . In addition, we had to sustain the capability of creating a new department with a new identity which would survive in an established, powerful culture quite different from the new, parallel culture we were going to create.
What follows are the cross-cultural approaches to developing and understanding the old and new culture as they continue to develop and evolve from [1988] [1989] [1990] [1991] [1992] [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] [1999] [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] . We found ourselves in what Ackoff (1981) would refer to as an organizational 'mess' or a 'system of problems' which we had to articulate clearly. The idea of designing a new programme was a challenging one but it seemed necessary to understand the dimensions of this challenge without being submerged by it.
Early on, we realized that our challenge could be met by viewing it as a unique opportunity to apply the seminal principles from the fields of organizational psychology and organizational development such as attempting to create an invigorating learning environment providing opportunities for each organizational member to develop as fully as possible and treating each person as a unique individual (Margulies and Raia, 1978; Bennis, 1993; Burke, 1982; Kanter, 1983; Massarik, 1990) . We began to comprehend an organizational paradox: if individuals were treated with a sense of uniqueness, they became far more comfortable with the ideas of developing shared assumptions within the group. Specifically, we began to note that our organizational 'climate' became more collaborative and less individualistic as we consciously created a 'culture' necessary to design and implement a new curriculum.
Around the same time, as we learned the value of these more process-oriented skills, we realized that we had to be analytical in being able to prioritize our particular 'system of problems.' We decided to confront those problems that our resources would allow us to address postponing others for future problem-solving efforts.
After a series of reflective conversations, we reached a consensus on the 'messes' we had to work through in order to design the curriculum. These were at three levels. The first level was personal involving issues affecting growth and development of the self; the second level was philosophic or ideological concerning our different value positions with regard to the task at hand; and the third level was organizational or structural involving power and decision-making as it affected implementation of the curriculum. While there were crucial inter-relationships among these three areas, we felt that for each area we had to 'surface conflicting assumptions' that we were struggling with and, by working through these assumptions, we could reach a higher level of understanding (Bennis, 1989; Mitroff, 1983; Hampden-Turner, 1990; Kanter, 1977) .
For each of the three problem areas, we began to evolve a methodology for problem-solving. First, it was important to articulate the underlying values and assumptions that caused significant differences. Second, the group as a whole had to reach a resolution on ways in which divergent assumptions would be reconciled. The third step involved engaging in task-oriented behaviours related to actually designing the curriculum such as conceptualizing a mission statement, choosing required course sequences, etc.
Thus, the actual tasks for each of the problem areas were accomplished only after there had been clarification of the processes underlying these tasks. Moreover, as we will attempt to explain in the sections that follow, the tasks that were legitimized by the group symbolized the reconciliation of the underlying conflicts.
The leader's role in the creation of a culture that fostered collegiality was central to its success. Schein (1985 Schein ( , 2004 suggests that "organizational cultures are created by leaders and one of the most decisive functions of leadership may well be the creation, the management, and -if and when that may become necessary -the destruction of culture." As founding members, we learned to collaboratively create a new culture -one that 'made room' for differences. We included both staff and students in decision-making processes. It was important to ensure that every person in the programme, irrespective of his or her formal status, had an opportunity to provide input into the final design. Another result of including the students in the process of curriculum development was formally legitimizing the role of student input. Thus, a formerly disenfranchised group was brought into an active and healthy role of participation through representation. Observing a reciprocal relationship between leaders and followers was a highlight of the Organizational Psychology Programmes Committee. Through sharing power, each member was able to influence the Director and other group members at least as much as the leader influenced the group when it came to the task. At this point, the Director's role became a unique combination of 'task' and 'maintenance' functions: the Director had to function as a facilitator of the actual meetings while keeping the group focused on the actual task of developing a curriculum for the programme. Table 1 summarizes the opposing assumptions that surfaced at the personal level. In order to reach a level of personal growth, it seemed especially important to develop a sense of discipline about which behaviours were most important to engage in during this process of change. Shepard (1984) has suggested 'rules of thumb' for change agents to follow and two of these rules seemed very relevant at all times. First, Shepard suggests 'staying alive' rather than engaging in self-destructive behaviours.
PERSONAL RESOLUTIONS
He defines 'staying alive' as, "… staying in touch with your purpose. It means using your skills, your emotions, your labels, and positions rather than being used by them; it means living in several worlds without being swallowed up in any. It means seeing dilemmas as opportunities for creativity."
Over the year that we actually created the curriculum, we learned to 'stay alive.' We learned that it was important to be simultaneously 'soft' and 'hard.' While the collegiality within the organizational psychology programme was beneficial, it needed to be balanced with the 'harder' reality of integrating the enthusiasm of a founding group within the significantly more established clinical programme. We began to realize that if we did not take clinical colleagues seriously, we would have fewer potential allies in implementing the programme. It was in the process of engaging in a dialogue with them that we learned from them and stopped seeing them as the distant 'enemy. ' Another principle that Shepard (1984) refers to is the important concept of building resourceful teams: "The change agent's task is a heroic one but the need to be a hero does not facilitate team building. As a result, many change agents lose effectiveness by spreading too thin. Effectiveness can be enhanced by investing in the development of partners." The aspect of team-building that was important to use was the ability to build around the strength of a team rather than individual strengths. Individuals who were more long-term-or vision-oriented were able to work on the mission of the programme; individuals with specific organizational and political skills were able to work on the need to integrate the programme into the larger structure. There was a balancing of individual strengths and weaknesses so that no one individual felt that he or she alone was responsible for the entire task.
Team members were also able to 'look after' each other and prevent burning-out from the task itself. Retreats and moratoriums were suggested after intense periods of activity to meet deadlines and no one person was continuously 'spread too thin' to make the task seem impossible. Perhaps the greatest learning, at the personal level, occurred as we worked through our struggle of 'letting go' of a bias towards monoculturalism and evolving towards a position of understanding multiculturalism at a deep personal level.
As we began this task, most of us, white or nonwhite, were locked into our own ethnocentric positions: many white students and faculty felt that they should make room for non-white students and faculty as long as they were not required to change their behaviours. Non-white students and faculty assumed the reverse: that non-white views of the world were legitimate and would involve a change in orientation. It was only in the process of working as multicultural teams that we realized the legitimacy of both approaches. Those of us who came from predominantly hierarchical, individualistic cultures had the necessary background to communicate with hierarchically-oriented individuals. Those of us who came from familial, group-oriented cultures had the patience to work through group and intergroup conflicts.
We realized that it was the collective strength of our varied backgrounds that enabled us to remain a cohesive group. We needed to remain focused on our task but also to value and learn from processes underlying it. We had to understand hierarchy yet tap into collegiality to establish alternative procedures. We set individual standards of high performance yet needed the strength of the group not to 'burn-out. ' We found that team-building occurred in groups that were heterogeneous by gender and race rather than groups that were homogeneous. It seemed that men and women of diverse ethnic backgrounds were able to develop partnerships partly because they had to spend some time understanding each others' backgrounds and learning each others' views of the world. This initial development of empathy and tolerance acted as a 'buffer' for management of conflicts as they pertained to specific tasks. Groups that were largely homogeneous tended not to pay as much attention to process-related issues or to interpersonal understanding and often did not coalesce into stronger groups. Table 2 summarizes the opposing assumptions that surfaced at the philosophic level.
PHILOSOPHIC/IDEOLOGICAL RESOLUTIONS
As might be predicted, these assumptions were not always held at the conscious level (Schein, 1985; Mason and Mitroff, 1981) . They began to surface when they met with opposition. Individuals who assumed that a curriculum had to be content-oriented, designed for analytical non-practitioners, and free of the element of diversity awareness, did so unconsciously. When they were confronted by other individuals who fiercely believed that the curriculum should be designed emphasizing process-orientation and that it should be oriented towards working professionals who openly confront value differences, the deeply held assumptions rose quickly to the surface.
Once our conflicts surfaced openly, it became possible to move towards conflict management. We began to see that our potential strength lay in our diverse opinions and in our willingness to at least tolerate opinions different from our own.
According to Schein (1990) , individuals should "locate and enhance that part of a given system that is healthy and capable of learning" and we found that if we honoured our differences as strengths rather than allowing our conflicts to fragment us, we could enhance our position.
Having identified the source of our strength, we approached the task of creating a mission statement with far greater clarity. It was clear that the mission of our programmes would complement the Applied Psychology School's overall mission statement which is as follows: (The School) aspires to be the pre-eminent provider of graduate level education, training, research, and services in professional psychology.
In our programmes and services we are committed to the following: (1) broadening and strengthening the roles of professional psychologists in addressing human needs and ameliorating human problems; (2) serving the psychological needs of a demo-graphically changing society; and (3) combating racism, ageism, sexism, and other forms of discrimination (Califormia School of Professional Psychology, Viewbook, 1991 .
Using the larger institution's mission as the context for our own Programme's mission, we articulated and adopted a broad and inclusive mission statement that synthesized the opposing positions we began with. Our mission statement is as follows:
The Organizational Psychology Programme will offer doctoral education that is rich in depth and scope including the following:
• Curricular sequences will focus on seminal works in organizational theories, organizational values and culture, organizational research, and the practice of the professional.
• The programme will be interdisciplinary in nature drawing from the fields of psychology, sociology, systems theory, and the philosophy of science. • There will be a simultaneous emphasis on integrating and differentiating knowledge on the basis of our professional interests. • There will be an emphasis on theory-in-action and reflective practice guided by purpose (California School of Professional Psychology, Organizational Psychology Department Handbook, 1991 . We felt that operationalizing the mission should similarly include the broadest, most inclusive goals to specifically encourage and reward members who would simultaneously develop their unique skills as well as participate as members of a joint community. The operational section of our mission statement reads as follows:
• Seminal works will be studied especially in the courses that orient others to a historical, cultural, and philosophic perspective.
• An interdisciplinary emphasis and a respect and tolerance for different points of view will be the basis for each course that is required in the curricular sequence. • Integration and differentiation will be arrived at by a balance between required and elective courses.
• An integrative theory/practice emphasis will be operationalized by: (1) continuing to admit both students who are working professionals; (2) strengthening and broadening our theoretical and practical base in each required/elective course; and (3) completing the practicum/internship sequence and dissertation as inter-related and not separable tasks. Thus, we felt that it was important to have a mission statement that would be integral to the actual tasks we completed. As administrators/faculty, we would attempt to 'model' a culture of tolerance for diverse opinions so that the quality of the learning environment would be enhanced. We felt that students could sharpen their theoretical and practitioner-oriented skills if they could view theory and practice in relation to each other, not as separate entities.
Another advantage of having an overt mission statement that surfaced the assumptions underlying the programme would be to both reward behaviours that were tolerant of different points of view and to set 'boundaries' as to who might be best suited for this particular programme. The philosophy that emerged was a distinctive one based on encouraging and rewarding diverse philosophic perspectives, tolerating a diversity of race, culture, and gender, and encouraging and rewarding a scholar-practitioner approach to learning.
In the creation of this task, we had evolved from 'either/or' philosophies related to the mission of our programme to a position that would integrate different philosophies, include a diverse student body, and provide education relevant to a demographically changing society.
ORGANIZATIONAL OR STRUCTURAL RESOLUTIONS
At the organizational level, we encountered certain opposing assumptions which are summarized in Table  3 .
If conceptualizing a mission statement meant understanding and drawing upon the health of our system, we felt that creating a structure and organization for ourselves meant understanding the elements of power and influence. This involved understanding both the formal and informal networks of power that existed both within our evolving programme and within the larger context of the more established Applied Psychology Programme. We had to understand the processes of power not merely in a hierarchical mode but also collegially. Greiner and Schein (1988) differentiate between hierarchical and collegial/consensus models of power. In the hierarchical model "… authority is top down, and utilizes formal communications channels, usually vertical, and well-defined policies and procedures." They differentiate this from the collegial/consensus model where "… individual contributions are highly valued, within a focus on collaboration and integration… Upward power is seen as legitimate and encouraged… A flat organizational structure, appropriate to a professional group, reflects the high priority given to upward power."
We found that it was crucial to understand both kinds of power for our own effort in programme development. Hierarchical power was important to understand and acknowledge when dealing with the established campus administration -gaining approval for ideas, mobilizing resources for the Programme itself, and creating policies that would pertain specifically to the Organizational Psychology Programme and not necessarily to the larger Applied Psychology Programme.
In addition to hierarchical power, we needed to understand collegial and consensus-based power in order that all the involved constituencies (administration, faculty, students, and staff) gain ownership of the programme. The collegial power base consisted of two 'action planning' groups. The first was the 'Organizational Psychology Programmes Committee' consisting of the Director of the Programme, core faculty members in the Programme, and student and staff representatives. This committee met regularly and was responsible for developing the final curriculum proposed for the Organizational Psychology Programme. The second committee was the 'Student Forum Committee' which consisted of the students in the doctoral programme who wanted to provide regular inputs to the process of planning/implementing the curriculum. These two committees met regularly and discussed specific ideas on the course content for an imaginative curriculum, ways in which we could express these ideas to the larger community, and personal implications for the way we could grow and develop from being involved in designing this curriculum. This collegiality allowed us together to focus on the central task at hand: designing a curriculum that would enhance scholarship and professional practice.
DESIGNING THE CURRICULUM
The next step of actually creating the curriculum was possible because we had experienced alternate views on philosophy, structure, and personal growth. Without this understanding, we would have remained far more monocultural and traditional and achieved far less. Once we did achieve synergy, we were able to reach a synthesis of curricular design (Table 4 Handbook, 1991 Handbook, -1992 .
Having chosen these particular sequences as the primary focus of our required curriculum, we also agreed that the core faculty would concentrate on seminal principles in the field rather than emphasize on tools and techniques. While specific tools and techniques are important, they need to be presented in a social, political, and economic framework that provides a useful context. We felt that our emphasis on a broad, philosophic framework rather than a 'how to' approach would achieve two objectives: First, since many of our students are working professionals, this emphasis would allow students from diverse perspectives to develop a shared culture in the classroom and to have a common language in the field of Organizational Psychology. Second, it would allow the students to debate on theories in the light of their experiences at work and each class would begin to see theories in the context of various applications of that theory. The curricular sequence on organizational culture and values evolved from considerable debate and discussion. Minority students often said that they felt 'caught' between not being able to be a part of the larger group and yet not wanting to be seen as 'victims.' They were very keen on speaking about the experience of being African-American, Asian, and Hispanic and working in a world that was predominantly white and wanted an opportunity to feel a bond with each other as minorities while taking their place as productive and functioning professionals in the larger world of work.
The minority students' particular need to be connected with their own sub-culture as well as to contribute to and integrate with the dominant culture allowed us to conceptualize this particular sequence in a unique way. We realized that we could all benefit from understanding the fundamental elements of culture from anthropologists, social scientists, and even artists for culture would provide the 'lens,' or the view of the world, through which we saw reality. Once we had identified and understood these basic assumptions, we could further study the elements involved in managing diversity and in creating an environment where tolerating different points of view would be of benefit to the entire group.
This particular sequence of our courses would allow us to not only focus on the 'artifacts' that make up different patterns of culture but also on 'values' and 'assumptions' that we hold unconsciously and must comprehend if we are to reach new levels of understanding (Schein, 1985 (Schein, , 2004 ).
Yet another reason for the courses in this sequence was experiential: to allow faculty and students most affiliated with the Programme to gain insights into their own value positions as the Programme developed. These courses provide a way to be aware and cope with an increasingly complex world and suggest ways in which to manage in a global economy and the importance of valuing other world views without feeling that one's own point of view would be destroyed in that process.
The curricular sequence on Research Methods was developed in keeping with our commitment to having each course sequence as part of a larger frame or context. Thus, the sequence on Research Methods would include courses in the history and philosophy of science since it would be important to see ourselves as researchers who understand the relation between scientific principles and the conduct of inquiry. The values underlying rationalism, empiricism, dialectical reasoning, and the systems approach would be important to consider as these positions would 'bias' the kind of inquiry that was engaged in. Moreover, it would be essential to consider qualitative as well as quantitative analysis as methods for inquiry so that these methods could be used appropriately.
It was very important for us to teach and learn about numerous models of researching questions related to the field of Organizational Psychology. Rather than ignoring the bias of the researcher, our methodological sequence illuminates the particular kind of bias a researcher has, confronts this bias openly, and looks for alternate methodologies with different biases to reach a position of objectivity.
Finally, the curricular sequence on Professional Practice was given considerable attention particularly in relation to defining what ethical practice in the field would consist of. Additionally, there were strong differences of opinion about how much emphasis should be placed on 'process' versus 'expert' consultation. We came to the conclusion that all students would be required to take basic courses in process and expert consultation and, after some understanding of the principles involved in each, could specialize in courses in either area. It has become increasingly clear that organizations are in need of consultants who understand the relationships between internal factors (task, structure, process, productivity/ morale) and external factors (strategy, environment, competition) rather than one at the exclusion of the other. In order to engage in 'double loop learning' (Argyris and Schon, 1978; Argyris, Putnam and Smith, 1985) , consultants will have to become increasingly proficient in task-as well as process-oriented skills.
Once the required courses were chosen, we felt the material covered in seminars would become the pivotal part of the pre-comprehensive curriculum as it would help all of us think about 'core concepts' in the field itself. After comprehensive examinations, students would have to fulfil other kinds of more practice-oriented requirements. Each student would complete a practicum/ internship requirement under the supervision of a core faculty member and an experienced practitioner in the field. This would allow for the theoretical material to be 'tested out' in the field with a focus on the following questions: Which part of it really applies? What part needs further refinement? How are the values of pragmatism reconciled with the values of ethical management practice?
The practicum/internship and dissertation requirements allow for the 'reflective practitioner' to evolve more fully under guided supervision. It is important not just to increase the number of years that we engage in work but to understand the meaning of our work, the ways our work shapes our lives, and the way our lives shape our work.
Thus, the required courses shape a student's developmental progression. These requirements are balanced by elective courses and intensive skills workshops which have been proposed by students and faculty. Once these proposals were approved by the Organizational Psychology Committee, they were implemented quickly. The combination of required and elective courses allowed students to have a sense of balance between structure and flexibility. Required courses provide a 'frame' through which to examine core concepts. Elective courses allow for more directed exploration becoming increasingly related to the internship experience and career goals as well as to the dissertation topic.
REINTEGRATIONS
Once the Organizational Psychology curriculum had been differentiated from the Applied Psychology curriculum, it was time to think about its reintegration into the joint culture through the faculty governance committees. It was the Director's responsibility to take our initiative forward for approval by the larger system. By functioning as a very active point of interface throughout the process between the Programme, the administration, and the clinical faculty, much of the information had already been communicated and many of the questions had been addressed. The time spent communicating to the larger system and developing relationships across 'formal lines' was a critical activity that the Director undertook to ensure approval.
Again, we jointly developed a cultural norm of inclusion to the degree that others could not help but feel a 'part' of the curriculum's creation. Two faculty governance committees are directly responsible for making recommendations on curricular matters: the Faculty Curriculum Committee and the Faculty Senate. Both governance committees responded enthusiastically to the proposed curriculum.
Our colleagues in the Applied Psychology Programme were overt in their praise for the Organizational Psychology Programme curriculum. They were, "… delighted with the high level of participation in the design from the faculty and doctoral students" and felt that "the philosophy of the Programme, as well as the depth and scope of the courses offered would be a model that the Applied Psychology Programme could emulate."
CONCLUSIONS
At this point in the Programme's development, it is useful to understand the positive and restraining forces that keep our 'force field' at a level of equilibrium.
One of the most positive forces is reaching a level of maturity in our problem-solving capabilities. We began as a group of individuals who shared an interest in creating a programme in Organizational Psychology but we were individuals who had intense philosophic differences. Some individuals specifically wanted a process-oriented curriculum; others primarily wanted only content-related expertise. By realizing how inextricably linked both content and process are to each other, we are now able to integrate the importance of both in the curriculum. The higher level of understanding brought about a sense of maturity and interdependence in our approach to problems. We no longer wage war over our differences but we can, by relying on each others' knowledge, become more 'expert' in both content and process. This developmental process takes enormous self-discipline: it means being willing to let go of selfrighteousness and, with some humility, learn to benefit from listening to another point of view.
Second, as a community, we have also experienced the importance of understanding alternative modes of power and influence and ways by which we can use these effectively. We began to engage in work on the curriculum relying on our collegial and consensus-based power. We saw ourselves as different from the campus hierarchy, as a group that needed to be autonomous. We now realize that a complete separation can be temporary at best and that if an innovation is to take root, it needs the strength and support of a collegial base as well as strong linkages with an organizational hierarchy. We find that making judgments about the nature of power (e.g., 'hierarchy is bad,' 'collegiality is great') is rather limiting as an approach to implement change. It seems more functional to serve on campus-wide governance committees thereby understanding the constraints that the larger system faces with some empathy. An understanding of multiple sources of power and influence would serve well in implementing long-term change. In addition to maturing as a group and learning to negotiate effectively, we are learning a great deal from listening to our minority students who once felt isolated and disenfranchised. In the process of listening to their need to grasp the cultural differences between white and non-white worlds, we began to realize that understanding these differences are of benefit to all of us. Because we took the time to bring those who felt alienated back into the centre, all of us felt an increasing sense of cohesion. Study groups that are evolving in the Programme are now more heterogeneous by race and gender and there is much more social activity by common interest, not just on the basis of race.
This has had an impact on our professional practice as well. We now have the capability of engaging in crosscultural research and consultation with far greater experiential awareness of the issues involved. As Brown (1990) notes, "the presence of subcultures gives us the possibility of reflecting on our own taken-for-granted assumptions and evaluating their appropriateness in particular situations, their relevance to actual possibilities, and their coherence with our actions and aspirations. However, these possibilities remain difficult to realize because assumptions serve as the underpinning for our interpretations of reality. Still, it is possible, and perhaps inevitable, for our assumptions to change as we discover other underpinnings that seem to work better."
During the initial phase of developing our curriculum, we remained divergent in our orientation so that we would not unnecessarily narrow down our options.
However, we soon realized that the reciprocal side of being divergent is to generate sufficient resources in time, money, and energy to fulfil the expectations of being divergent. We now find ourselves working on finding necessary resources that would make it possible to implement our ideas both from within CSPP and from the local business community.
Second, while there is no doubt that the founding administrative, faculty, student, and staff members feel a deep sense of commitment to our evolving Programme, newer members who join often voice a feeling of being left out. They feel 'intimidated' by the closeness of the initial core group and while they want to become a part of it, they often feel excluded from the emotional experience of creating the Programme. This is another area that we are currently confronting. We are designing orientation programmes that will include both the founding members and the newer members. The newer members would offer fresh insight in ideas that are already being implemented and as their feedback gets integrated and valued, they can assume more ownership for the Programme.
Third, while it was initially necessary to create a sense of cohesiveness within the Organizational Psychology Programme to create a sense of unique identity, this cohesiveness has simultaneously led to a feeling of isolation from the activities of the larger campus. We need to balance our need to have our own identity with our need to be integrated with the life of the main campus. Since our students arrive on the campus in the late afternoon and evening for their classes, they often feel like 'night crawlers' who do not get the benefit of administrative services that are offered during the day. We have initiated a dialogue with several staff services on campus so that the students and the faculty in the Programme would be more visible to the institution as a whole. Additionally, the Student Forum group has been active in recruiting members to serve on all campus committees to foster communication and understanding.
Though we have begun to resolve some of the 'mess,' we are certainly creating others. None of our problem resolutions has remained 'solved.' We are continuing to work on creating a sense of balance between philosophy and pragmatics. For our initial developmental phase, we needed a sense of mission and commitment to our overall mission. But, in order that our core values embedded in that mission take root and flower, we need to work on the pragmatics of resource generation, inclusion of newcomers, and integration within the larger culture of the institution. Over the years, our success will lie in our ability to resolve 'dilemmas' (Hampden-Turner, 1990; Bolman and Deal, 2001; Drucker, 1980) . We will only be as strong as our ability to integrate opposing value positions so that our ability to resolve differences will serve as a model for those who are drawn to participate in this Programme. With 'practising what we preach' as the shared value, the inherently paradoxical 'scholar-practitioner' model becomes a more achievable goal.
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